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from Bombay. It was necessary that should be so, if you were going to adjust the original injustice to Bombay. A man who is keeping more than he ought to keep must give more back. A province that is already hard hit contributes less. I understand the point is that now these contributions have stopped, because the Government of India can now balance its budget, and the result is that the big contribution from X, which went some way to compensate Bombay, has ceased, and Bombay is left with the original discrepancy quite uncorrected ? —That is so.
24. It seems to me the second point I have mentioned is partly an historical grievance, but I should have thought in any case it was not nearly so important to Bombay "in the future as the question of revising, if revision is right, the attribution of sources of income ?—I accept that entirely.
26.	*      *      *      The reason I mention it is that
in  your memorandum  there are very many pages
which deal with the past and the inequity of the
calculations made, and what I want to know from
you is whether the Conference here, facing the thing
like practical men, have not got to concentrate on
whether a case is made out for reviewing,   and it
may   be   revising,   the   attribution   of   sources    of
revenue ?—If the Government of  India had  a big
enough surplus to right the wrong which has been
done, we might apply for it;   but we realise there
is not the least chance of that.
27.	I should have thought it was rather a secondary
-matter; to send in your bill of damages in respect of
a past injury. What matters is to get the thing put right for the future ?—I quite agree that that is more important.
 28.	While we are on that,   I should  like you to
deal  with  this  point.    Perhaps  we  can  most  con
veniently identify the point if we take the smaller
of thd two blue books, the one which contains your
proposals.    I will call .your attention to para. 23*,
•which is a convenient place for reference.    I see in
the middle of the page there is this passage :—" In
" paragraph 206 of the Joint Report it is stated that
" Madras and the United Provinces will be paying
" 47 per cent, and 41 per cent, of their ' remaining
" revenues '   to   the   Government   of   India,   while
"Bombay and Bengal are paying only 10 per cent.
" A similar statement is made also in the Meston
" Committee  Report."    May I  have your help  to
elucidate that first of all, and then secondly we will
see whether that would be any reason for saying
that Madras  or the United  Provinces were being
made to pay more.    Let us take the 47 per cent.
Madras will be paying, it says, 47 per cent, of its
remaining  revenues  to  the  Government  of  India.
Will you explain to me what that 47 per cent, is ?
Shall I put it as I think it is, and you can tell me
if  I  am  right ?—Is  it  page 206  of  the Montagu-
Chelmsford Report ?
 29.	I believe this is it,  is not it ?    Correct me
if I do not state it clearly.    In pre-Reform days a
province, say Madras or Bombay, would get from
the   Government   of   India,   under   the   system   of
permanent settlements,  a given revenue which we
•will call X.    Estimates were made to find out what,
under the new system with separate heads of revenue,
a province, say Madras or Bombay, might expect to
r
;   we will call that Y.    In many cases, perhaps, was bigger than X, and if you were to subtract the old  revenue  from  the new estimated revenue you got what is called the remaining revenue, did not you ?—Yes.
30.	Different  provinces   got   such   very  different
figures;   Bombay, for example, gave up all income-
tax and obtained a comparatively small advantage
from the new scheme,  while some other provinces
~~~	* Vol. VII., ch. x., p. 22.
 sacrificed an income-tax which did not matter so much but kept a very large land revenue and got a great advantage. It "was therefore necessary that each of them should make some contribution to meet the central deficit, and the contribution in the case of Madras was 47 per cent, of Y minus X, the difference between the new and the old ?—Yes.
In the U.P. it was 41 per cent., whereas on the other hand, in Bombay it was only 10 per cent. ?
 31.	I  think  a  great many people,   reading that,
would suppose that Madras was being particularly
hard hit, and Bombay was being very gently treated :
is that right ?—We hold that it is not right.
 32.	It is a matter of arithmetic.    May I give you
an illustration ?    If I was trying to give two people
the same sum of  money, let us say one rupee, and
I gave one of them a 10-rupee note and I gave the
other a 5-rupee note, if I wanted each of them to
have the same sum  I  should expect one of them
to give me back nine rupees, and the other to give
me back four rupees ?—Yes.
 33.	But that would not prove that I was treating
the one man twice as badlv as the other ?—Quite so.
 34.	Is not that the point ?—Exactly.
 35.	What happened  was,  was it riot,  that these
provinces under the new arrangement, some of them,
as it were, were getting a larger amount gross ?—-Yes.
 36.	And therefore they had to hand back more ?—
Yes.
 37.	Other provinces were getting a smaller amount
gross, and therefore they had to hand back less : is
not that right ?—Yes.

 39.	So when I read that Madras and the United
Provinces will be paying 47 per cent, and 41 per cent.,
while Bombay and Bengal are paying only  10 per
cent., I gather you to say that that does not really
mean that Madras was being treated harshly and that
Bombay was being treated lightly ?—Quite so.
 40.	Will  you  not  develop  this  a  little  more   in
your    own    words ?—*      *      *      The    settlement
which we are discussing now took from the Bombay
Government the whole of the income-tax, income-tax
being that portion of our taxation from which we -ouid
derive the largest part of our .revenue.    They left us
with the whole of the land revenue, they left, say,
Madras  also—I  must  quote a  province—with  the
whole of the land revenue, Madras having a very
small receipt from income-tax.    The result was that
when  Madras   got  its  revenue  from  land  revenue
they were very much in excess of the land revenue
which, say, Bombay had.    Therefore, in fixing tb^
contributions,  after the settlement Madras had  to
pay a very large proportion back of its land revenue
in order to meet the deficit.

 42.	That is what I call giving back the change
from the 10-rupee note ?—That is so.    Now all the
contributions  having  been  paid  up  in  accordance
with the orders of Parliament, we are now at the
original injustice.
 43.	Uncorrected ?—Uncorrected.    So   that   Bom
bay is  left to carry on—I  am only quoting land
revenue as an example—we are left to carry on with
our revenues from the land-revenue.    Madras also
is left to carry on with a much larger land revenue.
But the whole of our income-tax still 'goes to the
Government of India, and the whole of the income-
tax of Madras, which is much smaller, goes to the
Government of India.
 44.	What is the percentage, as you calculate it,
of income-tax which can be said to be handed over
from this Presidency ?—Do you mean the percentage
of income-tax of Bombay to the whole of India ?
 45.	Yes.—I am not quite certain, but I think it is •
about  35 per  cent.    I am  speaking entirely from
memory.    I have not the figure before me.
 46.	If you will look at the big book, page 578*.
at the bottom, you will see this :—" Further, it was
" pointed out that during the  years  1920-23 this
_	* VoL vil.	"

